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DETAILED ACTION 

This is a first office action on the merits of application SN 10/826,223. 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the apparatus with one 
rigid sheet as recited in claims 1 and the material magnetically adhered together as 
recited in claim 5 and 13 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). 

No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as “amended.” If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either “Replacement Sheet” or “New 
Sheet” pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. Particular the phrase “present invention” in line 5 of the abstract. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. The sheets are not shown nor described in the specification with an element 
to allow them to be magnetically adhered to one another. 



5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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6. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

7. Regarding claims 1, 9, 18, and 19, It is unclear whether the applicant is claiming 
an apparatus or an apparatus in combination with a cabinet or with an interior space of 
a cabinet. If the applicant intends to claim only the apparatus, all recitation of the 
combination must be removed. If the applicant intends to claim the combination, the 
preamble of the claims must be amended to reflect this. 

8. Regarding claims 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8, it is unclear how at least one rigid sheet of 
planar material is referred to in the plural as said sheets of material. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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11. Claims 1, 2, 4, 9, 10, 12, 16, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US Patent 1 ,326,832 to Baily in view of US Patent 1 ,624,741 to 
Leppke. Baily teaches a cabinet (1) that has a door (2) with a plurality of rigid sheet 
material or pages (5) for display. The pages (5) have hinge tubes/mechanism (6,9) 
integral formed such that a hinge pin (8) insertable therein. Note that it has been held 
that the term “integral is sufficiently broad to embrace constructions united by such 
means as fasteners and welding. In re Hotte, 177 USPQ 326, 328 (CCPA 1973). The 
hinge pin (8) is attached to the cabinet with a flange housing (7) by being inserted 
therein. The hinge mechanism (9) is offset at angles as seen in figure 2. Baily does not 
expressly disclose the pages being attachable by a magnet. Leppke teaches a sheet 
(1) that can attract magnets in order to display letters or other known magnet objects. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the sheets/pages of Baily by making them capable of receiving magnets as 
taught by Leppke to be able attach magnets of letters for display or education purposes 
(Leppke 741 , Lines 28-40). The method is obvious given this structure. 

12. Claims 3 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 1,326,832 to Baily in view of US Patent 1,624,741 to Leppke as applied to 
claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of US Patent 752,463 to Morris. Baily in view 
of Leppke discloses every element as claimed and discussed above except tab 
sections. Morris teaches a cabinet with pages (E) with tab sections on the edges to 
allow a user to access the correct page of the first aid manual. At the time of the 
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invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the sheets of Baily in view of Leppke by adding tabs as taught by Morris to allow faster 
and easier access to the correct page. 

13. Claims 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 1,326,832 to Baily in view of US Patent 1,624,741 to Leppke as applied to 
claim 1 and 9 above, and further in view of US Patent 2,180,224 to Devall. Baily in view 
of Leppke discloses every element as claimed and discussed above except the sheets 
magnetically adhered to one another. Devall teaches rotating sheets/pages that are 
attached together via snaps fasteners (23). At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the sheets/pages of Baily 
in view of Leppke by adding fasteners on the pages as taught by Devall to allow some 
of the pages to be separated from the others in units. Regarding then pages being 
magnetically adhered, it would have been obvious to on having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to use a magnet fastener versus a snap fastener 
since they are functional equivalents and, since it has been held to be within the general 
skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of it suitability for the 
intend use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

14. Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 1,326,832 to Baily in view of US Patent 1,624,741 to Leppke as applied to 
claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of US Patent 4,852,282 to Selman. Baily in 
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view of Leppke discloses every element as claimed and discussed above except an 
erasable surface for non-permanent markers. Selman teaches a calendar for a 
refrigerator that has a surface adapted for erasably receiving writing ink thereon. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the sheet/pages of Baily in view of Leppke by making the surface of a page 
erasable for non-permanent markers as taught by Selman to allow the surface to be 
reusable. 

15. Claims 7 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 1 ,326,832 to Baily in view of US Patent 1 ,624,741 to Leppke as applied to 
claims 1 and 9 above, and further in view of US Patent 1 ,881 ,636 to Johnson. Baily in 
view of Leppke discloses every element as claimed and discussed above except the 
pages includes a chalkboard surface. Johnson teaches a portable chalkboard with 
panels that are hingable together. At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify a page of a chalkboard material 
as taught by Johnson to enable writing indicia on it. 

16. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent 1,326,832 to Baily in view of US Patent 1,624,741 to Leppke as applied to claim 
9 above, and further in view of US Patent 2,527,132 to Jackson. Baily in view of Leppke 
discloses every element as claimed and discussed above except the hinge pin spring 
loaded. Jackson teaches rotating shelves with a shaft/hinge pin that is received in a 
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flange housing (24) and is spring loaded (16). At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the apparatus of Baily in 
view of Leppke by using the mounting mechanism that is spring loaded as taught by 
Jackson to make it easy to be removed or added in as a complete unit. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Timothy M. Ayres whose telephone number is (571) 
272-8299. The examiner can normally be reached on MON-THU 8:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Lanna Mai can be reached on (571) 272-6867. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JANET M.WILKENS 

0/21/06 PRIMARY 




